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Art Unit: 3652 

I. Cancelled Claims 

1 . Claims 3, 4, and 6 have been cancelled and therefore withdrawn from consideration. 

II, Claim Rejections - 35 USC S 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically 
disclosed or described as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the 
differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the 
prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been 
obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary 
skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not 
be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

1. Claim 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over GOODACRE (U.S. 
Patent No. 3,268,033) in view of CERNY (U.S. Patent No. 5,644,1 11). 
1.1. With respect to claim 1, GOODACRE discloses a machine-liftable and maneuverable, 
open cage-like load transporter 30 for handling and promoting installation-site delivery of 
building-frame beam components during the construction of a plural story structural 
building frame with a fork-receiving side and an opposite, load lateral-delivery side, with: 
1.1(a) A cage-like worker occupancy volume 44 fully occupying the inside of a worker- 
carrying cage-like structure defined by substantially horizontal floor structure 31 which 
is joined to substantially upwardly extending, open, and at least partially floor perimeter 
38 wall structure 32, 36, 42, and 
1.1(b) Disposed substantially directly overhead said floor 31 and wall structures 32, 36, 
42, and above said worker occupancy volume, generally upwardly facing, open, 
horizontal, elongate, load-support deck structure 35 having one end adjacent the 
mentioned load-lateral-delivery side, and an opposite end defined by upwardly 
extending load-stop riser structure, said deck-structure being adapted for the overhead 
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capable of supporting and load-carrying of all elongate building-frame beam 

components, which are to be handled by the transporter, 
1 . 1 (c) said deck structure 35 having an open framework 
1.1(d) See Figures 1-5 and column 3, lines 19-25, 44-48. 

1.2. However, GOODACRE fails to teach the deck structure is open to the underlying worker 
occupancy volume. 

1.3. CERNY teaches an elevator with an opening 23 on the ceiling of the elevator cab. 

1.4. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify the 
ceiling deck structure of GOODACRE with an opening or hatch to facilitate a worker's 
access to the area above the worker occupancy volume 44. 

2. Claims 2 and 5 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over GOODACRE 
(U.S. Patent No. 3,268,033) in view of THOMAS (U.S. Patent No. 2,639,051), and further 
CERNY (U.S. Patent No. 5,644,111). 

2.1. With respect to claim 2, GOODACRE, as modified by CERNY, discloses a transporter, 
as discussed above, with a building-frame-facing side and a deck structure 35 
2.1(a) However, GOODACRE, as modified, fails to teach a deck structure equipped 
adjacent its one end with a deployable lateral extension which can be extended and 
withdrawn laterally outwardly from and inwardly toward the transporter's load-lateral- 
deliver side to form, when extended outwardly, a co-planar lateral extension of the 
load-support deck structure. 
2.1(b) THOMAS teaches a transporter 10 with a deployable lateral extension 16, 18 which 
can be extended and withdrawn outwardly inwardly with respect to the transporter's 
building load-lateral-deliver side capable of forming a co-planar lateral extension of the 
load-support deck structure. See Figures 1,2,4, 8, 22, 23. 


Application/Control Number: 10/812,749 Page 4 

Art Unit: 3652 

2.1(c) Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to further 
modify GOODACRE with the deployable lateral extension of THOMAS in order to 
accommodate the transport and delivery of a building-frame beam component toward 
an installation site. 

2.2. With respect to claim 5, GOODACRE, as modified, discloses a transporter, as discussed 
above, 

2.2(a) Designed with the capability of handling generally T-shaped beam components that 
each may include angularly intersecting and interconnected elongate cap and stem 
sub-components, and 

• 2.2(b) For this purpose deck structure 35 includes a pair of elongate, laterally spaced 
beam-like elements 36 (See Figure 5) whose long axes extend from transporter's fork- 
receiving side toward its load-lateral delivery side (See Figures 1-5), 

2.2(c) Which pair of beam-like elements 36 are capable of supporting cap sub-component 
in a T-shaped beam component with cap sub-component's long axis extending 
generally transversely of the long axes of the beam-like elements 36 in the pair, and 

2.2(d) Closely adjacent the load-stop riser structure, 

2.2(e) However, GOODACRE, as modified, fails to teach a lateral extension has an 
elongate beam-like cross-piece which, 

2.2(e)(i) with the extension deployed and extending outwardly adjacent the 

transporter's load-lateral-delivery side, 
2.2(e)(ii)is disposed to support the stem sub-component in a T-shaped beam 
component with the long axis of that stem sub-component extending 
generally transversely relative to the long axis of the cross-piece. 
2.2(f) THOMAS teaches a transporter 10 with a deployable lateral extension 16, 18 which 
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2.2(f)(i)can be extended outwardly adjacent the transporter's 10 load-lateral- 
delivery side 

2.2(f)(ii) and is capable of supporting a stem sub-component in a T-shaped beam 
component with the long axis of that stem sub-component extending 
generally transversely relative to the long axis of the cross-piece. See Figures 
1,2,4, 8, 22, 23 

2.2(g) Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to further 
modify GOODACRE with the lateral extension of THOMAS in order to support a T- 
shaped beam component. 

III. Response to Applicant's Arguments 
Applicant's arguments entered September 13, 2006 have been fully considered. 

1 . Applicant's arguments with respect to the objection of claims 4 and 5 are persuasive. 

2. Applicant's argument with respect to the rejection of claim 1 under 35 USC § 112 are 
persuasive. 

3. Applicant's argument with respect to the rejection of claim 1 under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) is 
not persuasive. 

3.1. With respect to claim 1, Applicant argues the cited reference is missing features 
recited by independent claim 1. The Examiner disagrees with the Applicant. 
3.1(a) With respect to claim 1, Applicant argues GOODACRE "does not disclose such a 
structure which is other than for holding, inside, a load, per se, rather than any worker", 
does not include an open, overhead expanse, and there is no reason to have the cage- 
like structure open at its top. 
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3.1 (b) However, the Examiner disagrees with the Applicant. 

3.1(c) GOODACRE discloses a machine-liftable and maneuverable, open cage-like load 

transporter 30, capable of holding either a worker or load, as discussed above. 
3.1(d) Furthermore, although GOODACRE fails to teach the deck structure is open to the 
underlying worker occupancy volume, CERNY teaches an elevator with an opening on 
the ceiling of the elevator cab. Therefore, GOODACRE, in view of CERNY suggest a 
cage-like load transporter with an opening or hatch in the top to facilitate a worker's 
access to the area above the worker occupancy volume. 
4. Applicant's arguments with respect to the rejection of claims 2 and 5 under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) are not persuasive. 

4.1 . With respect to claims 2 and 5, Applicant argues THOMAS 

4.1(a) does nothing to mend the deficiencies mentioned in GOODACRE and 
4.1(b) does not show or suggest anything "remotely resembling applicant's deployable, 
load-support-deck-coplanar, lateral extension". 

4.2. The Examiner disagrees with the Applicant. 

4.3. The examiner recognizes that obviousness can only be established by combining or 
modifying the teachings of the prior art to produce the claimed invention where there is 
some teaching, suggestion, or motivation to do so found either in the references 
themselves or in the knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in the art. 

4.4. As discussed above, GOODACRE, in view of CERNY, teaches the limitations of claim 1. 

4.5. With respect to claim 2, although GOODACRE fails to teach 
4.5(a) a deck structure equipped with a deployable lateral extension, 

4.5(b) THOMAS clearly suggests deployable lateral extension that can be extended and 
withdrawn outwardly inwardly with respect to a transporter's building load-lateral- 
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deliver side, capable of forming a co-planar lateral extension of the load-support deck 
structure. See Figures 1 , 2, 4, 8, 22, 23. 
4.5(c) Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify 
GOODACRE with a deployable lateral extension, as taught by THOMAS, specifically, 
in order to accommodate the transport and delivery of a building-frame beam 
component toward an installation site. 

4.6. Also, with respect to claim 5, although GOODACRE fails to teach 

4.6(a) a lateral extension with an elongate beam-like cross-piece, as discussed above, 
4.6(b) THOMAS clearly teaches a transporter with a deployable lateral extension which 
can be extended outwardly adjacent the transporter's load-lateral-delivery side and is 
capable of supporting a stem sub-component in a T-shaped beam component with the 
long axis of that stem sub-component extending generally transversely relative to the 
long axis of the cross-piece. See Figures 1, 2, 4, 8, 22, 23 
4.6(c) Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify 
GOODACRE with the lateral extension of THOMAS, specifically, in order to support a 
T-shaped beam component. 

4.7. Thus, combining GOODACRE and THOMAS could -be performed to successfully 
produce applicant's claimed structure. 

IV. Conclusion 

1. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set 
forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

2. A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE MONTHS 
from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO MONTHS of 
the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after the end of 
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the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period will 
expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 
1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 

3. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner 
should be directed to Gina M. Lupino whose telephone number is (571) 272-6557. The 
examiner can normally be reached on 8:30am - 5:00pm EST. 

4. If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, 
Eileen D. Lillis can be reached on (571) 272-6928. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is (571) 273-8300. 

5. Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published 
applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for 
unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about 
the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to 
the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 
(toll-free). 


6. GML 



EILEEN D. LILLIS 

SUPERVISORY PATENT EXAMINER 
TECHNOLOGY CENTER 3600 


